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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Rural Utilities Service

Arkansas Electric Cooperative
Corporation; Notice of Finding of No
Significant Impact

AGENCY: Rural Utilities Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of finding of no
significant impact.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the Rural Utilities Service (RUS) has
made a finding of no significant impact
with respect to a request for financing
assistance by Arkansas Electric
Cooperative Corporation to finance the
repowering of an existing electric
generating station in Franklin County,
Arkansas.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Bob
Quigel, Environmental Protection
Specialist, Engineering and
Environmental Staff, RUS, Stop 1571,
1400 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250–1571, telephone
(202) 720–0468, e-mail at
bquigel@rus.usda.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Arkansas
Electric Cooperative Corporation
proposes to remove the existing boiler
and stack at its Fitzhugh Generating
Station. (The station is located on the
east side of the Arkansas River southeast
of Ozark, Arkansas, at river mile 255.9.)
The existing steam turbine, generator,
and other steam cycle related equipment
will remain. A new combustion turbine
and electric generator will be added.
The exhaust gas from the turbine will be
connected to a heat recovery steam
generator which will be connected to
the existing steam turbine. There will be
a 90-foot bypass stack between the
combustion turbine and the heat
recovery steam generator. This will
allow for quick start-up of the plant and
for operation of the new combustion
turbine and generator in simple-cycle
mode. The heat recovery steam

generator will have a 110-foot stack.
These two stacks will replace the
existing 200-foot stack at the plant. The
modification will also include the
addition of a 25-foot tall, three-module
cooling tower and step-up transformers.
The repowered generation station will
be fired with natural gas with fuel oil
backup.

The repowering will increase the
output of the plant from 59 megawatts
to 170.6 megawatts (based on summer
rating) and the plant’s thermal
efficiency will be increased. The
repowered plant will have less air
emissions than the existing plant.

Copies of the Finding of No
Significant Impact are available from
RUS at the address provided herein or
from Mr. Curtis Warner of Arkansas
Electric Cooperative Corporation, P.O.
Box 194208, Little Rock, Arkansas. Mr.
Warner’s telephone number is (501)
570–2462.

Dated: June 8, 2001.
Blaine D. Stockton,
Assistant Administrator, Electric Program.
[FR Doc. 01–15531 Filed 6–19–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–15–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[A–570–869, A–428–831, A–475–831, A–423–
810, A–821–814, A–791–811, A–469–811, A–
583–838]

Initiation of Antidumping Duty
Investigations: Structural Steel Beams
From the People’s Republic of China,
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Russia,
South Africa, Spain, and Taiwan

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 20, 2001.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Thomas Schauer (Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg) at (202) 482–0410; Davina
Hashmi (Spain, South Africa, Taiwan) at
(202) 482–5760; Rebecca Trainor (The
People’s Republic of China) at (202)
482–4007; or Dinah McDougall (Russia)
at (202) 482–3773, Import
Administration-Room 1870,
International Trade Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, DC 20230.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Initiation of Investigations

The Applicable Statute and Regulations

Unless otherwise indicated, all
citations to the statute are references to
the provisions effective January 1, 1995,
the effective date of the amendments
made to the Tariff Act of 1930 (‘‘the
Act’’) by the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (‘‘URAA’’). In addition,
unless otherwise indicated, all citations
to the Department of Commerce’s (‘‘the
Department’s’’) regulations are to the
regulations codified at 19 CFR Part 351
(2001).

The Petition

On May 23, 2001, the Department
received a petition filed in proper form
by the Committee for Fair Beam Imports
and its individual members,
Northwestern Steel and Wire Company,
Nucor Corporation, Nucor-Yamato Steel
Company, and TXI-Chaparral Steel
Company (‘‘the petitioners’’).

In accordance with section 732(b) of
the Act, the petitioners allege that
imports of structural steel beams from
the People’s Republic of China (the
PRC), Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
Russia, South Africa, Spain, and Taiwan
are being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731 of the
Act and that such imports are materially
injuring, or threatening material injury
to, an industry in the United States.

The Department finds that the
petitioners filed the petition on behalf of
the domestic industry because they are
interested parties as defined in section
771(9)(C) and (D) of the Act and they
have demonstrated sufficient industry
support with respect to the antidumping
duty investigations they are requesting
the Department to initiate (see
‘‘Determination of Industry Support for
the Petitions,’’ below).

Scope of Investigations

For purposes of these investigations,
the products covered are doubly-
symmetric shapes, whether hot-or cold-
rolled, drawn, extruded, formed or
finished, having at least one dimension
of at least 80 mm (3.2 inches or more),
whether of carbon or alloy (other than
stainless) steel, and whether or not
drilled, punched, notched, painted,
coated, or clad. These products
(‘‘structural steel beams’’) include, but
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1 See Algoma Steel Corp., Ltd. v. United States,
688 F. Supp. 639, 642–44 (CIT 1988); High
Information Content Flat Panel Displays and
Display glass Therefor from Japan: Final
Determination; Rescission of Investigation and
Partial Dismissal of Petition, 56 FR 32376, 32380–
81 (July 16, 1991).

are not limited to, wide-flange beams
(‘‘W’’ shapes), bearing piles (‘‘HP’’
shapes), standard beams (‘‘S’’ or ‘‘I’’
shapes), and M-shapes.

All products that meet the physical
and metallurgical descriptions provided
above are within the scope of these
investigations unless otherwise
excluded. The following products are
outside and/or specifically excluded
from the scope of these investigations:

• Structural steel beams greater than
400 pounds per linear foot or with a
web or section height (also known as
depth) over 40 inches.

The merchandise subject to these
investigations is classified in the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (‘‘HTSUS’’) at
subheadings 7216.32.0000,
7216.33.0030, 7216.33.0060,
7216.33.0090, 7216.50.0000,
7216.61.0000, 7216.69.0000,
7216.91.0000, 7216.99.0000,
7228.70.3040, and 7228.70.6000.
Although the HTSUS subheadings are
provided for convenience and customs
purposes, the written description of the
merchandise under investigation is
dispositive.

During our review of the petition, we
discussed with the petitioners whether
the proposed scope was an accurate
reflection of the product for which the
domestic industry is seeking relief. The
petitioners indicated that the scope in
the petition accurately reflected the
product for which they are seeking
relief. Consistent with the preamble to
its regulations (see Antidumping Duties;
Countervailing Duties, 62 FR 27296,
27323 (May 19, 1997)), the Department
is setting aside a period for parties to
raise issues regarding product coverage.
The Department encourages all parties
to submit such comments by 20 days
after the publication of this notice.
Comments should be addressed to
Import Administration’s Central
Records Unit at Room 1870, U.S.
Department of Commerce, Pennsylvania
Avenue and 14th Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20230. This period of
scope consultation is intended to
provide the Department with ample
opportunity to consider all comments
and to consult with parties prior to the
issuance of the preliminary
determinations.

Determination of Industry Support for
the Petitions

Section 732(b)(1) of the Act requires
that a petition be filed on behalf of a
domestic industry. Section 732(c)(4)(A)
of the Act provides that a petition meets
this requirement if the domestic
producers or workers who support the
petition account for: (1) at least 25

percent of the total production of the
domestic like product; and (2) more
than 50 percent of the production of the
domestic like product produced by that
portion of the industry expressing
support for, or opposition to, the
petition.

Section 771(4)(A) of the Act defines
the ‘‘industry’’ as the producers of a
domestic like product. Thus, to
determine whether the petition has the
requisite industry support, the statute
directs the Department to look to
producers and workers who account for
production of the domestic like product.
The International Trade Commission
(‘‘ITC’’), which is responsible for
determining whether the domestic
industry has been injured, must also
determine what constitutes a domestic
like product in order to define the
industry. While both the Department
and the ITC are required to apply the
same statutory provision regarding the
domestic like product (section 771(10)
of the Act), they do so for different
purposes and pursuant to separate and
distinct authority. In addition, the
Department’s determination is subject to
limitations of time and information.
Although this may result in different
definitions of the domestic like product,
such differences do not render the
decision of either agency contrary to
law.1

Section 771(10) of the Act defines
domestic like product as ‘‘a product
which is like, or in the absence of like,
most similar in characteristics and uses
with, the article subject to an
investigation under this title.’’ Thus, the
reference point from which the
domestic like product analysis begins is
‘‘the article subject to an investigation,’’
i.e., the class or kind of merchandise to
be investigated, which normally will be
the scope as defined in the petition. The
domestic like product referred to in the
petition is the single domestic like
product defined in the ‘‘Scope of
Investigation’’ section, above. We
consulted with the ITC, the U.S.
Customs Service, and the petitioners
and have, as a result of these
discussions, adopted the definition of
domestic like product definition set
forth in the petition. We have not
received comments from interested
parties challenging the petitioners’
definition of domestic like product.

The petitioners identified the total
shipments of steel beams (including

some merchandise that is not the
domestic like product) from data
gathered by the American Iron and Steel
Institute (AISI). By comparing their own
production with the total shipment of
steel beams, the petitioners established
that they accounted for well over 50
percent of production of the domestic
like product in the United States.
Furthermore, we find the petitioners’
estimation of industry support to be
conservative because the denominator
in the calculation (the total shipment of
steel beams) includes merchandise that
is not the domestic like product, while
the numerator (the petitioners’
production) is comprised solely of
production of the domestic like product.

The petitioners established industry
support representing over 50 percent of
the total production of the domestic like
product. Therefore, the domestic
producers or workers who support the
petition account for at least 25 percent
of the total production of the domestic
like product and, therefore, the
requirements of section 732(c)(4)(A)(i)
of the Act are met. Furthermore, because
the Department received no opposition
to the petitions, the domestic producers
or workers who support the petitions
account for 100 percent of the
production of the domestic like product
produced by that portion of the industry
expressing support for or opposition to
the petitions. Therefore, the
requirements of section 732(c)(4)(A)(ii)
of the Act are met. Accordingly, the
Department determines that the
petitions were filed on behalf of the
domestic industry within the meaning
of section 732(b)(1) of the Act.

Export Price and Constructed Export
Price

The following are descriptions of the
allegations of sales at less than fair value
upon which we have based our
decisions to initiate these investigations.
Should the need arise to use any of this
information in our preliminary or final
determinations for purposes of facts
available under section 776 of the Act,
we may re-examine the information and
revise the margin calculations, if
appropriate.

With respect to sales to the U.S.
market, the petitioners used a
constructed export price (CEP) analysis
in the Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and
Spain petitions based on sales of the
merchandise in the United States by a
U.S. affiliate of the foreign producer.
The petitioners used an export price
(EP) analysis in the PRC and Russia
petitions based on sales of the
merchandise directly to unaffiliated
customers in the United States by one
of the foreign producers. The petitioners
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also used an export price (EP) analysis
in the Germany, South Africa, and
Taiwan petitions based on sales of the
merchandise through unaffiliated
distributors in the United States by one
of the foreign producers. The petitioners
based CEP and EP on affidavits
supported by price quotes and offers.
The petitioners calculated CEP in the
German petition by subtracting ocean
freight, U.S. Customs duties, and a
distributor margin representing the U.S.
selling expenses and profit. The
petitioners calculated CEP in the Italy
petition by subtracting ocean freight,
U.S. port charges, U.S. Customs duties,
and a distributor margin representing
the U.S. selling expenses and profit. The
petitioners calculated CEP in the
Luxembourg petition by subtracting
ocean freight, U.S. Customs duties, and
a distributor margin representing the
U.S. selling expenses and profit. The
petitioners calculated CEP in the Spain
petition by subtracting domestic inland
freight, foreign port charges, ocean
freight, U.S. Customs duties, and the
distributor margin. The petitioners
calculated EP in the Germany petition
by subtracting ocean freight, U.S. port
charges, U.S. Customs duties, and the
distributor margin to account for the fact
that the prices are quoted from an
unaffiliated U.S. distributor. The
petitioners calculated EP in the PRC
petition by subtracting domestic inland
freight, export charges, domestic
wharfage, ocean freight, insurance, U.S.
port charges, and U.S. duties. The
petitioners calculated EP in the Russia
petition by subtracting domestic inland
freight, foreign port charges, ocean
freight, insurance, U.S. port charges,
and U.S. duties. The petitioners
calculated EP in the South Africa
petition by subtracting domestic inland
freight, ocean freight, U.S. port charges,
and the distributor margin. The
petitioners calculated EP in the Taiwan
petition by subtracting domestic inland
freight, foreign port charges, ocean
freight, U.S. port charges, U.S. Customs
duties, and the distributor margin. The
petitioners also calculated imputed
credit expenses applicable to EP sales in
the Taiwan petition and added the
expense to NV. The data for these
adjustments was based on U.S. Customs
statistics, the Port of Houston Authority
Tariff No. 8, affidavits, and the 2001
import duty rates. The petitioners did
not deduct domestic inland freight,
export port charges, or imputed credit
expenses from CEP or EP in the
Germany, Italy, or Luxembourg petitions
because they were not able to obtain
such data. No other adjustments to EP
or CEP were necessary due to the terms

of the sales. We restated some of the
constructed export prices and export
prices in the Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, Spain, and Taiwan
petitions. See Memoranda to File titled
Recalculation of Antidumping Margins
for Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain,
and Taiwan dated June 11, 2001, for a
complete discussion of the changes we
made.

Home-Market and Third-Country Prices
The petitioners used home-market

prices based on affidavits supported by
price quotes and offers except in the
PRC, Luxembourg, and Russia petitions.
The petitioners used third-country
prices based on affidavits supported by
price quotes and offers in the
Luxembourg petition because they were
unable to obtain price information for
sales in the home market. The
petitioners selected Germany as the
third-country market. The petitioners
presented evidence that Germany is the
largest third-country market for steel
beams produced in Luxembourg. After
examining this evidence, we found the
petitioners’ selection of Germany as the
comparison market to be reasonable.
Because the PRC and Russia are
considered non-market economy
countries, the petitioners did not obtain
home-market or third-country prices.
See the ‘‘Normal Value’’ section below.

The petitioners adjusted the home-
market and third-country prices for CEP
comparisons in the Germany, Italy, and
Luxembourg petitions by deducting a
distributor margin to represent a
reseller’s selling expenses. The
petitioners adjusted the home-market
prices for EP comparisons in the South
Africa petition by deducting credit
expense, discounts, and a distributor
margin to represent a reseller’s selling
expenses. The petitioners adjusted the
home-market prices for EP comparisons
in the Taiwan petition by deducting
inland freight and a distributor margin
to represent a reseller’s selling expenses.

The petitioners did not deduct inland
freight in the Germany, Luxembourg,
Spain, or Taiwan petitions because of
the terms of sale. The petitioners did not
deduct inland freight in the Italy or
South Africa petitions because they
were unable to calculate such expenses.
With regard to the South Africa petition,
the petitioners were able to make an
adjustment so that the home-market
prices would not be overstated. Because
of the proprietary nature of this
adjustment, please see the proprietary
version of the Initiation Checklist dated
June 12, 2001, for a description. With
regard to the Italy petition, as described
in the Normal Value section below, we
found that each of the unadjusted home-

market prices in the Italy petition was
below the cost of production. Thus,
even if the petitioners had been able to
calculate inland freight expenses
incurred on the home-market sales, we
would continue to find that the home-
market prices were below the cost of
production. As a result, we used
constructed value as the basis for
normal value (NV) for the Italy petition.
Because the constructed values that the
petitioners calculated do not include
freight expenses, we find the
petitioners’ approach to be reasonable.

The petitioners did not deduct credit
expense from home-market or third-
country prices in the Italy, Luxembourg,
Spain, or Taiwan petitions and for one
of the companies in the Germany
petition because of the terms of sale.
The petitioners did not deduct credit
expense from home-market prices for
the other company in the Germany
petition because they had no
information regarding the foreign
producers’ credit terms. However, the
petitioners also did not adjust normal
value for the credit expense incurred on
EP sales for this company. Because the
petitioners did not have information on
the credit terms for home-market sales,
we find the petitioners’ approach to be
a reasonable methodology given the
information available to them.

The data for the adjustments the
petitioners made to home-market and
third-country prices were based on
affidavits. No other adjustments to
home-market or third-country prices
were necessary due to the terms of the
sales.

Normal Value
The petitioners based NV for the

South Africa petition on home-market
prices, which it calculated as described
above. As discussed in the ‘‘Initiation of
Cost Investigations’’ section below, the
petitioners established that the
comparison-market prices in the
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain, and
Taiwan petitions were below the cost of
production. Because the comparison-
market prices were below the cost of
production, pursuant to sections
773(a)(4) and 773(e) of the Act, the
petitioners also based NV for the
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain, and
Taiwan petitions on constructed value
(CV). CV consists of the cost of
manufacture (COM), selling, general and
administrative expenses (SG&A), and
profit (there is no packing cost for the
subject merchandise). The petitioners
based their calculations for COM,
SG&A, and profit on costs obtained by
affidavits from the petitioning
companies’ officials and foreign
industry data compiled by the
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petitioners. We restated some of the
costs in the Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, and Spain petitions. See
Memoranda to File titled Recalculation
of Antidumping Margins for Germany,
Italy, Luxembourg, and Spain dated
June 11, 2001, for a complete discussion
of the changes we made.

Because Russia is considered a non-
market-economy (NME) country under
section 771(18) of the Act, the
petitioners based NV on the factors of
production valued in a surrogate
country, in accordance with section
773(c)(3) of the Act. For purposes of the
petition, the petitioners selected
Thailand as the surrogate market
economy. The petitioners calculated NV
using publicly available Thai prices to
value all unit costs associated with the
factors of production. The petitioners
established estimates for per-unit
consumption based on the production
experience of a U.S. producer of
structural steel beams adjusted for
known differences in the Russian
production process according to
information reasonably available to the
petitioners.

The petitioners valued steel scrap
using Thai prices obtained from
publicly available information. The
petitioners valued labor using the
Department’s regression-based wage rate
for Russia, in accordance with 19 CFR
351.408(c)(3). The petitioners obtained
the value for electricity from a report
issued by Thailand’s National Energy
Policy Office. The petitioners valued
natural gas using data based on a quote
published in the Bangkok Post. To
determine factory overhead, SG&A, and
profit, the petitioners relied on data
from a Thai producer of steel products.

Because the PRC is considered a NME
country under section 771(18) of the
Act, the petitioners based NV on the
factors of production valued in a
surrogate country, in accordance with
section 773(c)(3) of the Act. For
purposes of the petition, the petitioners
selected India as the most appropriate
surrogate market economy. The
petitioners calculated NV using publicly
available Indian prices to value all unit
costs associated with the factors of
production. The petitioners established
estimates for per-unit consumption
based on the production experience of
a U.S. producer of structural steel beams
adjusted for known differences in the
PRC production process according to
information reasonably available to the
petitioners.

The petitioners valued steel scrap
using Indian prices obtained from
publicly available information
published in Metal Bulletin, and
adjusted using the wholesale price

index (WPI) published in the
International Financial Statistics. The
petitioners valued labor using the
Department’s regression-based wage rate
for the PRC, in accordance with 19 CFR
351.408(c)(3). The petitioners obtained
the value for electricity from a
publication of the International Energy
Agency containing the prices applicable
to India, and adjusted using the WPI
published in the International Financial
Statistics. The petitioners valued natural
gas using data based on the quarterly
report of a major Indian supplier, and
adjusted using the WPI published in the
International Financial Statistics. To
determine factory overhead, SG&A, and
profit, the petitioners relied on data
from an Indian producer of steel
products.

Based on comparisons of EP to NV,
the petitioners estimate margins of 73.54
to 81.06 percent for South Africa. Based
on our revisions to the petitioners’
methodology, we calculated the
estimated margins to be 61.09 to 94.73
percent for Germany, 83.80 percent for
Italy, 38.45 to 44.43 percent for
Luxembourg, 81.67 to 94.93 percent for
Spain, 98.77 for the PRC, 133.12 percent
for Russia, and 45.72 to 73.64 percent
for Taiwan. Should the need arise to use
any of this information in our
preliminary or final determinations, we
will re-examine the information and
revise the margin calculations, if
appropriate.

Initiation of Cost Investigations
Pursuant to section 773(b) of the Act,

the petitioners alleged that sales in the
home market of structural steel beams
produced in Germany, Italy, Spain, and
Taiwan were made at prices below the
cost of production (COP) and,
accordingly, requested that the
Department conduct country-wide sales-
below-COP investigations in these
countries. Furthermore, the petitioners
alleged that sales in the third country
(Germany) of structural steel beams
produced in Luxembourg were made at
prices below the COP and, accordingly,
requested that the Department conduct
a country-wide sales-below-COP
investigation in this country. The
Statement of Administrative Action
(‘‘SAA’’), submitted to Congress in
connection with the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act, states that an allegation
of sales below COP need not be specific
to individual exporters or producers.
SAA, H.R. Doc. No. 316, 103d Cong., 2d
Sess., at 833 (1994). The SAA states at
833 that ‘‘Commerce will consider
allegations of below-cost sales in the
aggregate for a foreign country, just as
Commerce currently considers
allegations of sales at less than fair value

on a country-wide basis for purposes of
initiating an antidumping
investigation.’’

The statute at section 773(b) of the
Act states that the Department must
have ‘‘reasonable grounds to believe or
suspect’’ that below-cost sales have
occurred before initiating such an
investigation. ‘‘Reasonable grounds’’
exist when an interested party provides
specific factual information on costs and
prices, observed or constructed,
indicating that sales in the foreign
market in question are at below-cost
prices. See section 773(b)(2)(A) of the
Act. Based upon the comparison of the
adjusted prices from the petition of the
foreign like product in Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, Spain, and Taiwan to the
COP calculated in the petition (and
adjusted in the Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, and Spain cases as
described in Memoranda to File titled
Recalculation of Antidumping Margins
for Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and
Spain dated June 11, 2001), we find
‘‘reasonable grounds to believe or
suspect’’ that sales of these foreign like
products were made below their
respective COPs within the meaning of
section 773(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Act.
Accordingly, the Department is
initiating the requested country-wide
cost investigations for Germany, Italy,
Spain, and Taiwan. With regard to
Luxembourg, the Department is
initiating a country-wide cost
investigation with respect to sales in
Germany. In the event that we
determine that Germany is the
appropriate market upon which to base
normal value, we will conduct a COP
investigation.

Fair Value Comparisons
Based on the data provided by the

petitioners, there is reason to believe
that imports of structural steel beams
from the PRC, Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, Russia, South Africa,
Spain, and Taiwan are being, or are
likely to be, sold at less than fair value.

Allegations and Evidence of Material
Injury and Causation

The petition alleges that the U.S.
industry producing the domestic like
product is being materially injured, and
is threatened with material injury, by
reason of the individual and cumulated
imports of the subject merchandise sold
at less than NV. The allegations of
injury and causation are supported by
relevant evidence including business
proprietary data from the petitioning
firms and U.S. Customs import data.
The Department assessed the allegations
and supporting evidence regarding
material injury and causation and
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determined that these allegations are
sufficiently supported by accurate and
adequate evidence and meet the
statutory requirements for initiation.

Initiation of Antidumping
Investigations

We have examined the petition on
structural steel beams and have found
that it meets the requirements of section
732 of the Act. Therefore, we are
initiating antidumping duty
investigations to determine whether
imports of structural steel beams from
the PRC, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
Russia, South Africa, Spain, and Taiwan
are being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value.
Unless the deadline is extended
pursuant to section 733(b)(1)(A) of the
Act, we will make our preliminary
determinations for the antidumping
duty investigations no later than
October 30, 2001, which is 140 days
after the date of initiation.

Distribution of Copies of the Petitions

In accordance with section
732(b)(3)(A) of the Act, a copy of the
public version of each petition has been
provided to the representatives of the
governments of the PRC, Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, Russia, South Africa,
Spain, and Taiwan. We will attempt to
provide a copy of the public version of
each petition to each exporter named in
the petition, as provided for under 19
CFR 351.203(c)(2).

International Trade Commission
Notification

We have notified the ITC of our
initiations, as required by section 732(d)
of the Act.

Preliminary Determinations by the ITC

The ITC will determine by July 7,
2001, whether there is a reasonable
indication that imports of structural
steel beams from the PRC, Germany,
Italy, Luxembourg, Russia, South Africa,
Spain, and Taiwan are causing material
injury, or threatening to cause material
injury, to a U.S. industry. Negative ITC
determinations will result in the
particular investigations being
terminated; otherwise, the
investigations will proceed according to
statutory and regulatory time limits.

Dated: June 12, 2001.

Bernard T. Carreau,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
[FR Doc. 01–15545 Filed 6–19–01; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3510–DS–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[Docket No. 010612151–1151–01]

RIN 0625–XX25

International Buyer Program; Support
for Domestic Trade Shows

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Commerce.
ACTION: Notice and call for applications
for the FY 2003 International Buyer
Program (October 1, 2002 through
September 30, 2003).

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth
objectives, procedures and application
review criteria associated with the U.S.
Department of Commerce’s (DOC)
International Buyer Program (IBP), to
support domestic trade shows. Selection
is for the International Buyer Program
for Fiscal Year 2003 (October 1, 2002
through September 30, 2003).

The International Buyer Program was
established to bring international buyers
together with U.S. firms by promoting
leading U.S. trade shows in industries
with high export potential. The
International Buyer Program emphasizes
cooperation between the DOC and trade
show organizers to benefit U.S. firms
exhibiting at selected events and
provides practical, hands-on assistance
such as export counseling and market
analysis to U.S. companies interested in
exporting. The assistance provided to
show organizers includes worldwide
overseas promotion of selected shows to
potential international buyers, end-
users, representatives and distributors.
The worldwide promotion is executed
through the offices of the United States
and Foreign Commercial Service
(hereinafter referred to as the
Commercial Service) in 74 countries
representing America’s major trading
partners, and also in U.S. Embassies in
countries where the Commercial Service
does not maintain offices. The
Department expects to select
approximately 28 shows for FY2003
from among applicants to the program.
Shows selected for the International
Buyer Program will provide a venue for
U.S. companies interested in expanding
their sales into international markets.
Successful applicants will be required
to enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) that sets forth the
specific actions to be performed by the
show organizer and the DOC. The MOU
constitutes an agreement between the
DOC and the show organizer specifying
which services are to be rendered by
DOC as part of the IBP and, in turn,
what responsibilities are agreed to be

performed by the show organizer.
Anyone who requests information
regarding applying will be sent a copy
of the MOU along with the application
package. The services to be rendered by
DOC will be carried out by the
Commercial Service.
DATES: Applications must be received
on or before August 20, 2001.
Contributions are for shows selected
and promoted during the period
between October 1, 2002, and
September 30, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Export Promotion Services/
International Buyer Program,
Commercial Service, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th & Constitution Avenue,
NW., H2116, Washington, DC 20230.
Telephone: (202) 482–0146 (For
deadline purposes, facsimile or email
applications will be accepted as interim
applications, to be followed by signed
original applications).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jim
Boney, Product Manager, International
Buyer Program, Room 2116, Export
Promotion Services, U.S. and Foreign
Commercial Service, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th & Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, DC 20230. Telephone
(202) 482–0146; Fax: (202) 482–0115;
Email: Jim.Boney@mail.doc.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Commercial Service is accepting
applications for the International Buyer
Program (IBP) for events taking place
between October 1, 2002, and
September 30, 2003. A contribution of
$6,000 for shows of five days or less is
required. For shows more than five days
in duration, or requiring more than one
International Business Center, a
contribution of $8,000 is required.

Under the IBP, the Commercial
Service seeks to bring together
international buyers with U.S. firms by
selecting and promoting domestic trade
shows in international markets in
industries with high export potential.
Selection of a trade show is one-time,
i.e., a trade show organizer seeking
selection for a recurring event must
submit a new application for selection
for each occurrence of the event. If the
event occurs more than once in the 12-
month period covering this
announcement, the trade show
organizer must submit a separate
application for each event.

The Commercial Service will select
approximately 28 events to support
between October 1, 2002, through
September 30, 2003. The Commercial
Service will select those events that, in
its judgment, most clearly meet the
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